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Introduction 



The 2000-01 Report of Student Performance 
in Writing provides information on student 
performance on the North Carolina Writing 
Assessment at grades 4, 7, and 10 

(English n). The annual writing assessment, 
a component of the North Carolina Testing 
Program, is also a component of the ABCs 
Accountability Program at grades 4 and 7 
(growth and performance composites) for 
the 2000-01 school year. Writing at grade 
10 is also included in the ABCs 
Accountability Program in the Index Model 
and the Performance Composite. The 
measurement of writing in North Carolina 
and its inclusion in the ABCs ensure that 
writing as a basic skill is emphasized in 
every classroom throughout each student’s 
academic experience. Such an emphasis 
provides each student with a solid 
foundation in written communication in 
preparation for the competitive and global 
marketplace of the twenty-first century. 

The writing assessment was first added to 
the North Carolina Testing Program in 
1983-84 to place a greater emphasis on 
writing statewide. Initially, writing was 
measured in grades 6 and 9. In 1985-86, the 
writing assessment at grade 9 was moved to 
grade 8. English II, an end-of-course writing 
assessment that focuses on world literature 
other than literature from the United States 
and Great Britain, was added to the 
statewide testing program in 1991-92. In 
1992-93, the annual assessment of writing 
was expanded again to include the 
measurement of narrative writing at grade 4. 
In response to the reorganization of public 
education in North Carolina and the ABCs, 
in 1995-96 the statewide testing program 
was reduced. The assessment of writing was 
reduced from grades 4, 6, 8, and 10 (English 
n) to grades 4 (narrative), 7 (expository or 
point-of-view), and 10 (expository), the 
grades in which writing was assessed in 



North Carolina during the 2000-01 school 
year. 

The 2000-01 Report of Student Performance 
in Writing provides a longitudinal, 
comprehensive compendium of student 
performance data in the area of writing. The 
report was generated using aggregate student 
data from North Carolina public schools, 
including charter schools, and provides 
infonnation regarding student performance 
at the state level at each of the score points 
for grades 4, 7, and 10. In addition, state- 
level performance is reported by the 
percentages of students scoring at or above 
2.5 in grades 4 and 7 (student performance 
standard) and at or above 3.0 in grade 10 
(student performance standard), by gender, 
ethnicity, and categoi^ of exceptionality. 
State-level results are also reported showing 
how well students are able to apply standard 
language conventions in their writing at 
grades 4 and 7 using -l-’s and -’s and in 
English n using an analytical score scale 
(1 - 3) in the areas of sentence formation, 
usage, mechanics, and spelling. Also 
included in the report are results by LEA 
(stem and leaf) and charts providing the 
percentages of students scoring at each of 
the score points, the percentages of students 
scoring at or above 2.5 for grades 4 and 7, 
and the percentages of students scoring at or 
above 3.0 for grade 10. The specific focused 
holistic score scales and sample student 
responses representing each of the score 
points are also included in this report. 

The purpose of this report is to provide 
information about the level of student 
performance in the area of writing based on 
results from the annual on-demand writing 
sample required during the North Carolina 
Writing Assessment at grades 4, 7, and 10 
(English n). 
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North Carolina 2000-01 Report of Student Performance in Writing 

Grades 4 and 7 

Overview • The North Carolina Assessment of Writing was administered 

statewide on March 6, 2001 to all students in grades 4 and 7. The 
writing assessment at grade 4 measured students’ composing skills 
in the narrative mode while the assessment at grade 7 measured the 
expository mode. Student responses at both grades were scored 
using a four-point scale. 

Findings • Student performance in writing increased this year at grades 4 and 7 

when compared to student performance in 1999-00. Although scores 
improved statewide at both grades, there was variation in student 
performance in writing between schools and school districts. 

• At grade 4, approximately 68.8 percent of all students tested 
statewide achieved a score of 2.5 or greater (the standard) compared 
to 57.6 percent in 1999-00. At grade 4, the percent of students 
achieving 2.5 or greater increased by 11.2 percentage points. 
Overall, student performance in writing statewide at grade 4 has 
shown a substantial increase since the assessment began in 1992-93 
(see Figure 1, page 13). 

• At grade 7, approximately 73.2 percent of all students tested 
statewide achieved a score of 2.5 or greater (the standard) compared 
to 71.9 percent in 1999-00. At grade 7, the percent of students 
achieving 2.5 or greater increased by 1.3 percentage points. This is 
the sixth year of the writing assessment at grade 7, and this year's 
performance showed an increase over the five previous years (see 
Figure 2, page 13). 

• Across both grades, higher percentages of female students than male 
students received the top writing scores. 

• At grade 4, generally, a somewhat greater percentage of White 
students (75.8%) achieved a score of 2.5 or higher, followed by the 
percentage of Asian students (70.9%), Multi-racial students (69.8%), 
Other students (66.7%), American Indian students (66.4%), Flispanic 
students (58.0%), and Black students (56.1%). 

• At grade 7, the proportion of Asian students (82.4%) receiving 
higher writing scores was slightly greater than the proportion of 
White students (80.3%). Multi-racial students (75.1%) had the next 
largest proportion receiving higher scores, followed by the 
proportions of Other students (68.3%), Hispanic students (63.6%), 
American Indian students (62.6%), and Black students (59.3%). 
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What is the 

Writing 

Assessment? 



• While schools are diligently preparing students to meet more 
rigorous academic standards in reading, mathematics, and writing, 
there still is variation in performance among students, classrooms, 
and ethnic groups. 

• Our continuing challenge is to emphasize and focus more on 
communication skills in the classroom. Whether oral, visual, or 
written, effective communication skills are the results of active 
learning and frequent use of higher level thinking skills. The State 
Board of Education has reaffirmed its belief that writing is a basic 
skill that must continue to be emphasized in every classroom by 
including the assessment of writing as a component of the ABCs 
Accountability Program. 

• Table 3 on page 14 depicts percentages of students in the state 
scoring at or above the standard of 2.5 at grades 4 and 7 for the 
1996-97, 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00 and 2000-01 school years. A 
disaggregation by ethnicity and gender is also provided. 

• The annual writing assessment, a component of the North Carolina 
Testing Program, is a state-mandated on-demand assessment of 
student performance in writing at grades 4 and 7. 

• The writing assessment was added to the North Carolina Testing 
Program in 1983-84 to place a greater emphasis on writing 
statewide. The revised North Carolina Standard Course of Study 
(SCS) emphasizes writing as a basic skill that can be improved with 
appropriate emphasis. The measurement of writing ensured that 
ample time and resources are allotted for the development in the 
classroom. 



How is the 
Writing 
Assessment 
Administered? 



The writing assessment measures students’ skills in two different 
modes of writing. Students in grade 4 are asked to write a narrative 
composition (personal or imaginative), and students in grade 7 are 
asked to write an expository (clarification or point-of-view) 
composition. 

On the day of testing the teacher removes from a sealed envelope 
individual copies of a writing prompt. At each grade the writing 
prompt provides instructions that set forth the task. Each student has 
sixty-five minutes to write a composition in response to the prompt. 
Scheduled extended time may be allotted to students with special 
needs or students with limited language proficiency, if appropriate. 
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How is the 

Writing 

Assessment 

administered? 

(continued) 
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• The prompt requires students to apply their knowledge and skills in 
language to demonstrate their ability to communicate information in 
writing. In response to the prompt, and students in grade 4 must write 
a narrative composition, students in grade 7 are required to write an 
expository or point-of-view composition. 



How are scores 
reported? 



What is the 
expected standard 
for writing? 



How are the 

compositions 

scored? 



Each year students’ scored compositions, student and classroom 
scores, and scoring guides are returned to all fourth and seventh grade 
teachers several weeks after scoring. Teachers are encouraged to use 
the scoring guides along with the student responses to acquire a better 
understanding of the scoring criteria and to interpret scores to students 
and parents. 

Each year summary scores are returned to each school and school 
system in the state. 

The expected standard for writing at grades 4 and 7 is the mid-point 
score of 2.5 or above on a four-point scale. This standard represents 
an achievable level and quality of writing that can be reached with 
effective instruction. 

By achieving a score of 2.5 or above, a student has demonstrated a 
reasonable command of the particular mode of writing assessed. 

• The score of 2.5 is the current grade level standard that is also 
reported as the accountability indicator. 

Each student composition is scored by two independent readers. The 
composition is assigned either a 1-4 or Non-Scorable score by each 
reader. For responses where the two scores are discrepant by a single 
score point, a mid-point score is assigned to the student’s response. 
For example, a student may receive a 2.5 as a score. 



There were 100,930 fourth grade public school student papers which were scored by two readers 
and rescored by the scoring director if the readers differed by more than one point on the four- 
pcint scale. The agreement rate of the readers is shown below in Table 1 . 



Th 



ex 



Total Public 
School Papers 
100,930 



Table 1 

Fourth Grade Reader Agreement Status 

Perfect Agreement Adjacent Agreement 
Percent ' Percent 



75.9 



24.0 



Resolution Required 
Percent 
0.1 



e 70 percent criterion rate for perfect agreement required by the State Board of Education was 
ceeded and the resolutions required were few. 
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There were 98,178 seventh grade public school student papers which were scored by two readers 
and rescored by the scoring director if the readers differed by more than one point on the four- 
point scale. The agreement rate of the readers is shown below in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Seventh Grade Reader Agreement Status 

Total Public Perfect Agreement Adjacent Agreement Resolution Required 

School Papers Percent Percent Percent 

98,178 79.6 20.3 ^ 0.1 

The 70 percent criterion rate for perfect agreement required by the State Board of Education was 
exceeded and the resolutions required were few. 



• The assigned score point reflects each student’s performance with 
respect to a set of predetermined criteria for each score point (focused 
holistic scoring). The score points define the student’s command of 
the mode of writing required. A generic score scale follows that is 
applied across modes and grades: 

• NS = Student response is not readable or composition is otherwise 

unscorable. 

• 1 = Student response exhibits a lack of command of the mode 

of writing. 

• 2 = Student response exhibits a weak command of the mode of 

writing. 

• 3 = Student response exhibits a reasonable command of the 

mode of writing. 

• 4 = Student response exhibits a strong command of the mode of 

writing. 

• The quality of each composition is determined by considering the 
following characteristics: (1) main idea, (2) supportive details, (3) 
organization, and (4) coherence. A focused holistic score is assigned 
to each student’s response based on these characteristics. 

• A second, independent score evaluates the student’s performance with 
respect to the use of standard English conventions (i.e., grammar, 
spelling, usage, and sentence formation). This score is reported as a 
“+” or The “+” response exhibits an acceptable level of skills in 
sentence formation, usage, and mechanics; the ” response does not 
exhibit an acceptable level. 
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Grade 4 
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• Each year the same scoring criteria and score point scale or standards 
are used as were used in previous years. However, the scoring guides 
are tailored to fit a particular prompt and the anchor papers (i.e., 
papers used to exemplify score point standards) are selected to 
correspond to the prompt administered for a given year. 

• Students in the fourth grade were asked to write a personal narrative 
composition in response to the following prompt: 

Think about a time when you had a great day at school. Write a story 
about a time you had a great day at school. 

• Readers scored 100,930 public school responses for grade 4. The 
scores show that 68.8 percent of the fourth graders wrote well enough 
to score at or above the standard of 2.5. This represents a dramatic 
increase of 11.2 percentage points from the 57.6 percent who 
achieved this level in 1999-00. About 4.8 percent of the fourth 
graders received the highest scores of 3.5 and 4.0 in comparison to 
4.7 percent last year, and 3.1 percent received the lowest scores of 1.0 
and 1.5 compared to 2.8 percent in 1999-00. In 2000-01, less than 
one percent (0.1) of the papers had problems which made them non- 
scorable. 



Performance of 
Subgroups at 
Grade 4 



Figure 3 on page 15 depicts the distribution of narrative composition 
scores for grade 4 across the years of administration (see also Table 
4, page 17). 

For conventions, 41.9 percent of fourth-graders received a double-plus 
(-t- -t-) rating in comparison to 56.7 percent in 1999-00, while 31.0 
percent obtained a plus-minus rating (+ — ) in comparison to 27.6 
percent last year. About 27.1 percent were assigned a double-minus 

rating ( ). In 1999-00, 15.6 percent of fourth-graders received a 

double-minus rating. 

Gender. Approximately 73.9 percent of the female students scored at 
or above the standard of 2.5 compared to 63.9 percent for male 
students. 

Ethnicity. About 75.8 percent of White students scored at or above 
2.5 compared to 70.9 percent of the Asian students, 69.8 percent of 
Multi-racial students, 66.7 percent of Other students, 66.4 percent of 
American Indian students, 58.0 percent of Hispanic students, and 56.1 
percent of Black students (see Figure 5, page 19). 
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• Table 3 on page 14 shows the percentages of students at or above the 
standard of 2. 5 for each subgroup. 

• Table 6 on page 20 shows the percentages of students at each score 
point, by Exceptionality and Limited English Proficient. 



Assessment 
Observations at 
Grade 4 



Results of the 
Writing 
Assessment at 
Grade 7 



• At grade 4, scores dramatically increased compared to student 
performance in 1999-00. Students had little difficulty choosing a 
time when he/she had fun with a friend or a relative. The majority of 
responses demonstrated the students’ abilities to compose narratives 
that established a progression of ideas and events, although minor 
lapses in focus and progression may have occurred. The responses 
also contained less forced formulaic strategies than had been seen in 
previous administrations. 

• Common weaknesses among responses scored 1 or 2 were 1) major 
breaks in the progression of ideas and events presented, or 2) flawed 
elaboration, especially the listing of ideas or events with little or no 
elaboration. 

• Seventh graders were asked to write a well-organized point-of-view 
composition on the topic below. 

Take a position on whether wild animals should or should not be kept 
in zoos. State your position and explain why you think wild animals 
should or should not be kept in zoos. 



• The 2000-01 school year is the sixth year that the writing test has been 
administered in grade 7. The readers scored 98,178 seventh-grade 
expository compositions. The scores showed that 73.2 percent of the 
seventh graders wrote well enough to score at or above the 2.5 
standard compared to 71.9 percent who scored at this level on an 
expository composition in 1999-00. About 7.3 percent of the seventh 
graders scored 4.0 and 3.5 while 5.8 percent of seventh graders 
obtained these scores in 1999-00. About 3.4 percent scored 1.0 or 1.5 
this year, and 2.6 percent received these scores in 1999-00. In the 
2000-01 school year, less than one percent of the papers had problems 
which made them non-scorable. 

• Figure 4 on page 16 depicts the distribution of grade 7 composition 
scores across the years of administration (see also Table 5, page 18). 

• About 74.1 percent of seventh graders were assigned a double-plus 
(+ +) for their use of standard English conventions, and 80.2 percent 
of the students received the same rating in 1999-00. The plus-minus 
rating (+ -) was assigned to 18.2 percent of the papers in comparison 
to 14.2 percent in 1999-00. Almost 7.7 percent were rated with the do 
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Performance of 
Subgroups at 
Grade 7 



Assessment 
Observations at 
Grade 7 



double-minus ( ). In 1999-00 about 5.6 percent of seventh-grade 

students received the same rating. 

• Gender. Approximately 79.8 percent of the female students scored at 
or above the standard (2.5) compared to 66.9 percent of the males. 

• Ethnicity. About 82.4 percent of the Asian students scored at or above 
the standard of 2.5 compared to 80.3 percent of the White students, 
75.1 percent for Multi-racial students, 68.3 percent of the Other 
students, 63.6 percent of the Hispanic students, 62.6 percent of the 
American Indian students, and 59.3 percent of the Black students (see 
Figure 6, page 19) 

• Table 3 on page 14 shows the percentages of students at or above the 
standard of 2.5 for each subgroup. 

• Table 6 on page 20 shows the percentages of students at each score 
point, by Exceptionality and Limited English Proficient. 

• At grade 7, scores increased compared to student performance in 
1999-00. Students had little difficulty taking a position on whether 
wild animals should or should not be kept in zoos. The majority of 
responses were focused on the subject matter and provided relevant 
reasons to support the positions taken. Common weaknesses seen 
among the responses that were not successful were the forced usage 
of statistical evidence and personal examples. When these techniques 
were applied, students tended to lose focus on their main ideas. This 
resulted in breaks in the progression of ideas which affected the 
coherence of the compositions. 
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2000-01 



North Carolina 
Writing Assessment 
Grades 4 and 7 

State-Level Summary Statistics 



The following charts provide state-level summary statistics. The number tested at each grade 
level and the percentage of students scoring at each of the focused holistic score point values are 
provided. Longitudinal data of performance by gender and ethnicity, the- performance of 
students with exceptionalities, and the performance of students identified as Limited English 
Proficient are also provided. The percent of students achieving the accountability standard of 2.5 
is provided for all categories. 
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Figure 1. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual Writing Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above the Standard of 2.5 
Grade 4 



68.8 




1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 



Figure 2. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual Writing Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above the Standard of 2.5 
Grade 7 
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Table 3. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual Writing Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Percent of Students at or above the Standard of 2.5 
Grades 4 and 7 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Due to rounding, some categories may not sum to 1 00%. 

Percent of students is based on the number of students in fourth grade or the number of students in grade 7. 



Figure 3. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual Writing Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Distribution of Narrative Writing Scores 
Grade 4 
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Figure 4 North Carolina Testing Program 
Aimual Writing Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Distribution of Writing Scores 
Grade 7 
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Notes: Prepared by the NCDPI Division of Accountability Services/Testing Section. 
2000-01 Report of Student Performance in Writing Grades 4 and 7 




Table 4. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual Writing Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Distribution of Narrative Writing Scores Across Years 
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Table 5. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual Writing Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Distribution of Writing Scores Across Years 
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Annual Writing Assessment, 1999-00 to 2000-01 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above the Standard of 2.5 
Grade 4 by Ethnicity 
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Figure 6. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual Writing Assessment, 1999-00 to 2000-01 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above the Standard of 2.5 
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in ilic "Siudcnts with Disabilities" section. 



2000-01 
North Carolina 
Writing Assessment 
Grades 4 and 7 

Copies of the Grades 4 and 7 Sample Student Responses 



The following pages provide copies of sample student responses from grades 4 and 7. The score 
point for each response and an annotation explaining the score are provided on each 
composition. 
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Score Point 4 - The response exhibits a strong command of narrative 
writing. The response is focused and has an effective sequencing of 
events and a clear progression of ideas. The writer provides specific, 
relevant details to support ideas. The composition is unified and well 
elaborated. The writer’s organization provides a clear strategy or 
controlled plan; the composition progresses logically and has a sense of 
overall completeness. 

Score Point 3 - The response exhibits a reasonable command of 
narrative writing. The response is focused and establishes progression 
of ideas and events although minor lapses in focus and progression may 
be present. The composition contains elaboration and support in the 
form of specific details. The composition may have minor weaknesses 
in coherence. The writer’s organization provides a reasonable sense of 
logical progression and overall completeness. 

Score Point 2 - The response exhibits a weak command of narrative 
writing. The response exhibits some progression of ideas and events 
and provides some elaboration and support. The elaboration is relevant 
but may be flawed. The composition may not be evenly elaborated, 
having a list-like quality with concrete supporting details. The 
composition may have little connection between a controlling idea and 
supporting details relevant to development. 

Score Point 1 - The response exhibits a lack of command of narrative 
writing. There is evidence that the writer has read the prompt and 
attempted to respond to it. The writer may attempt to support ideas, but 
there may be no sense of strategy or control, or the writer may exhibit 
skeletal control but the response is too sparse to be scored higher than a 
“1.” The response may not sustain focus on the topic, may lack clarity, 
and/or may have an inappropriate strategy. 

NS - This code may be used for compositions that are entirely illegible 
or otherwise unscorable: blank responses, responses written in a foreign 
language, restatement of the prompt, and responses that are off topic or 
incoherent. The Scoring Director must give permission for the use of 
“NS.” 



Grade 4 Narrative 
Composition 
Focused Holistic 
Score Scale 
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Write the final copy of your story here. 



Or\P. day /r\ nr\cvvr.\\ nr\(/ _U AC.1^ ied 


cnTl>p orv Q T vjpII he- T 


•VojW rTve, v/e \a/A^ Apma .W|f>G/Y\ 


Yjp nO-V 4'b^ ?*+ *1 ouX OA 


^fn noY\ ad( f\ ik. \f\\ Q 


bryoT'* Vie. VP i( o a,j9 nt _piyM \;o q+p; 


Irrsk +-tiCL4- w<i ^(9 U Uid 


.A qV<Vl.l k'l rt\Q, ^ 0 


AAr<\^ 4^; r\^ W, v '' eiv/cip r. Vq - 


1 1? d^0+ fy\ y qV <Va i fAd. Vp f^p i 5Vi4" X) 


■ T \\0l 4 -FVl a C*\y ac\|P i T 


Vano u«. qo i'iyV’ifVrt, A,,o_if\. 





Score Point 1 : 

The writer has seen the prompt and attempted to respond (“...my uncle... told me we was going fishing.”). 
While the response lists some events, it is too sparse to be scored higher than a “ 1 .” 



BEST COP'^ AVAILABLE 
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Write the final copy of your story here. 





in n rl ^(kf\ .V) fLP aa$P 




4*0 rc.rrirJ SO iti p fnMiJ ^ 


^ ^ ^ l ken PT P X — l?Obpr+ 


-ho koAVi: c, (X rq iffrf()A Li / CK 


4~P m rxq a p 4- V.a+ ul (* uf€n4-+o 


4r U P i-Jri/r\ f> Onoro -ho p) (Xw ^ 5 P * ~1 k pa it\ P 


Ll P ft-h U^\fr^ e Q+ 4*0 rriy . 


A f K ) C ff* i4> \a/ P a 1 f *J ^ a ,4" 0 f c/j£ — =h0 — S tift-h — k ft, S fcfih 


krtU Ltil-hh ” P^pa lAPinA. Q-V/Pp 


)OAAl-hAn< Uau ^ U/inL*hCKf»// — ro P V t P C.Ot W PfI ■ 


fippo tiJUP <.Pn» _L- 4^ fun f^(ty\oci h| /-h h 


R f) k P r-h ^ n A a+ViCi fi 4“ K j S U n ^ — rl- h_^ h PS 4- 


4n,, oj: my )‘.jLp.ar\ii ~r ulU f\Gver -Popoc^- 


4^k)S flAv* ^0^ 'f-niilhv t\ f^4- ^ r ^ ^ ^ 





Score Point 2: 

The response exhibits some progression of ideas and events (“...we went to record town.. Then me & Robert 
raced... After that... Then we went home... Then we went over...”), but th events are presented in a list-like 
fashion. Supporting details are presented as extensions to the listed events (“...so we could buy NSYNC...to 
play a game.. .to listen to my new cd... movie called deep blue sea.”). 



Best copy available 
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Write the final copy of your story here. 



d^dl^ da^ \osV VVsoKn QJ\'d H 


We wanted to have_ 


--taA. 5o v!e d-enided to ^o_ te Ct'KonnoCs. 


tarf<^ '\uft dnwn -vVxe TQioA trovn oUr~ houjie. 


^A(xn\i\ vje:, were tteffi,. 0 \d Hr> O'KonAer 


ap +(?) \\^ w\h<^T h corses 


wt- vJoiAd \\\<j€.'Vo ndt., jA\) v^iovn 9\cv^'Sd.our' 


1 ^, beautiTut 0 ra.\[ and v-oWite Vionse OdinecL^^ 


rUadn. X \ooked at VKe Xevn stal\s with 


-Vln-e Kc^r^^es in VVNcm. to Tn€- 


cVaU' and in \t wols o. risdish bro\on Worse, Xf?= 


Vob\\x mazic^ano/ ^ej^s voeOs^ b\ackw, J3V 


white dm.vnond’ shoO^rdt spot on Hecod, 


Mp. 0 ''K<^nnf^-p V 6 ld rop. hiS ’AaiTVte W<^15 D^cb^^c?^. 


Tv \a)Q 5> imvj tawohV^, ihen Mn Oh<onner pk«d| 


,/i. <.r,JA\f. nn h\S> book af\S. \ed tm out bt- 


■^\-n\\. CVoadv) aAr^oJ'vi hojd CL ^oiddAe, dA^ — 


^\u ai\ ' tcuol to do o-Ja5> OA, 


^ji'r.ktf. X n\areid, fn'^ rioVT tt^at ^ the 


.Vrnua W rWbered^n ^ hvb boctc,, X _ 


vJ^'Vc.h^d 1 TO\^ OUW ViCrScW 6 AT 0 — 


torse. Soon she vinS i3A too. OiAX^'C^nduind- 


T ,'^rocie. ower to her o)hcd CVoaovp _ . 


Mr 0 'Konm.rther kt us tn tVi^ cost^re. 


WV^e.n W. VoVdi ia.^ Wd could c^o H 


YOasr of the reins qg, OiamQ’ncI (^hA\oes^t_ 

' SidJ 
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ofi. i' 


P r\e. wasr^\ ’VoucKma tV\e__aroan(>l clP 


g\\. 31 Do 


(.Wed back. VIrve ns>\n5= 


nyvl P)' osr\of\d 


iCiwed 




'r<bV. r.\oudM aiAol 


fTivi mcyto aaor> 


1 . 

ODlUC 


jViV up us* -Vhejn 


Aei' -1 


noirses ovC 


’"‘FnaelM One? w^.fiaWooal 




X 


ha.cl a. ' iAl onc:(grfri( F ( mf thaf- davi. X 


r.txTfV wgiF ne>rV XjjOS'Vhnoe. 






Score Point 3: 

The response is focused on a trip with mom to go horseback riding and has a clear beginning, middle, and 
ending. The writer has established a logical sense of progression (“One cool, cloudy day.. .Finally, we were 
there... My mom picked out... Then Mr. O’Konner placed a saddle... Quickly, I placed my right foot... I watched 
my mom. ..Soon she was on too. ..When he told us we could go... We then let the horses go freely...”). The 
narrative contains specific details (“...beautiful gray and white horse named Cloudy... diamond shaped spot on 
its head.. .galloped as if he wasn’t touching the ground...”), and has a reasonable sense of logical progression. 



BEST COP'^ AVAILABLE 
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Write the final copy of your story here. 



fl 4iffie 1 hod fun uii+h n fr\erd cdhtm 


1 -h) (f)'<i)fizape,to5. fl},r)ne.&<itQ on fehruan/ 8 


2Q0fl. 


T+ flii •^■for'fi'don Q f^noi-oy j'/n 


f?+cite. fVlinnedota, 1 uios ID usors 


nlc/ af\d Konf ccnie -fa vi<i;r+ nyOP. o-Cmi/ bls1~ 


fr\eodt Lauren l^aurtA Mja?s ^ o ! mbSt' 11. 


CXnd brrjLOn hQir c\^d brotOh ~?bot 


(Yifcftvno , we hoc/ de.c'\clecl 'to on do dlop, h't^qe. Wall 


ftni^rica. T Ccutcfn^i" ^ 


A+ ctfaoL/4 /f'OO ide lA^&re C(/+ do^r ctrid 


OlnnoSf ih^rp^. U)her> u\p. o^riL/ed ^jumo^d owf 


o-f -the Cor or\ol hp.aded Ar-fM door,W& LOe-rd 


m and mn ^roio^t ^ti ihe. q,'on+ arous-p.m&ni 


panh. 14 was a'ihuqA p(oc<». Joi^pe n'c/^'sf 


'ih.are (4)0, <; n ^rri%> ooKec./. <s ro/fen ^:o«s_'fer, a 


flame. d\aM ^fWnQe and Wuch, Wuch m ofeT 


rnur<^ T roA ^rcn' 'rrt fo'r 1 bi 2 . f oU^ rcooSi-er 


It u'ln-s fl buop. roHgrXoaSh?r Wi 4 h gre^n 


4 rack 5 and u}jkbt anUcd cO^of'e aoiusmenf 


pork. ^ : 


[/Ohen I'-f wQ.s aur -fwop 4o ae.4 on.Lat(ren 


Q/lt:/ 3 hop^gc/ ?^~fo dht. ftfM' /^y__/T?cW 


and fRUrer\'s Wc>no rlciioh behind w5. 


lhe,n, oil nf r, ^uddea, The, ri^e j & fke.d us 


fr,ft,)ard nfid Q-fT i( 4 )e, L0ef& f •2-001011^'? 


(5 cross Ike P/fO€ uji 4 h cc/p 'arms fbe. ^(K't 



O 

ERIC 
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3 4 BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



\cxv\d our heads, off'. .iilere \a)C I 




couW "Stxdde'nk/. coe (iiere. /do 


dar}<, iunn^l . lriun\/on fr?oUivo« 


oroiAryd uS. The. rc^l\er coa^^^r 


LooS Lip Q I'f 


Qon>r>. TI Pe/f- n n^ooU 


P<5,ll oPF flVe roller coo^i^r boors 


T'nO fn fklL'oc/i'_ T1 


<=l nTy hond6 HW. 


iba/- ujiT^ £.yn-\rmer)t 


1^ Oo Pur /."'n No 


one 3^ iTiinf) f/)ere Prazen 


uoi’lh Pec?r. Tn The. an ok? 


'-hh6 ^ f" pc^vK 


c5 ;K) our et/p and 


fAiere C7S h nah-t ^=.5 "fbe isf-ternoon tiun.lOe- 


Vievc aioD\/£/ iilere /JAd hiqh in dtie 


-Kij =>.. 1 t ^ 

Qi/-. ^ 


When Oidied Oack cnh pic^re t^Ker-_e^ 


l/nU Q Cf OV) ui’^ 6"// oLAf.l^C{\Xf^f) Qf\ol Z 


Po.ll cw-€A 


<?-f u>o c, hid tech oHier uue 


0[}e^do '1^1 1 /}^kf\id UV7S c? fwie J. hac^Uir^ uj< ^ 



Score Point 4: 



The response is focused on a roller coaster ride with a friend and has effective sequencing of ideas and events 
(“It all started on a cloudy snowy day.. .At about 1 1 :00...When we arrived... When it was our turn to get 
on...Then, all of a sudden.. .Suddenly, we were in a dark tunnel. ..In the blinlc of an eye... When we pulled back 
into the place.. .Then we walked over to the next ride...”), indicating the strategy and control of the writer. The 
response is strong in the main idea, organization, relevant details, and coherence; ideas build on each other and 
progress logically to the final conclusion. The composition is well-elaborated with specific details and has a 
sense of overall completeness. 



BEST COPY AVAfLABLB 
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Grade 7 

Expository 

Composition 

Focused 

Holistic Score 

Scale 



Score Point 4 - The response exhibits a strong command of expository 
writing. The writer has focused on the subject matter and has provided 
specific, relevant reasons and details to support reasons as a means of 
elaboration. The writer’s organization provides a clear strategy or 
controlled plan with a clear sense of logical progression and overall 
completeness. The composition is coherent. 



Score Point 3 - The response exhibits a reasonable command of expository 
writing. The writer has focused on the subject matter and given reasons to 
support the main idea. Some responses contain a few well-elaborated 
reasons or more reasons with less elaboration. The writer’s organization 
provides a reasonable sense of logical progression. The response is 
generally coherent and complete overall, although minor wealcnesses are 
present. 

Score Point 2 - The response exhibits a weak command of expository 
writing. The writer has focused on the subject matter and given at least one 
or two reasons or else a list of reasons with little or no elaboration. These 
responses may be poorly organized and may not establish a logical 
progression, but some sense of strategy exists. Some responses introduce 
reasons and ideas which are not explained or related to the subject matter, 
causing the reader to have to make inferences. 

Score Point 1 - The response exhibits a lack of command of expository 
writing. There is evidence that the writer has seen and attempted to respond 
to the prompt. However, the response may not sustain focus on the topic. 
The writer may attempt to support ideas, but there may be no sense of 
strategy or control. Many responses exhibit skeletal control but may be too 
sparse to be scored higher than a “1.” 

NS - This code may be used for compositions that are entirely illegible or 
otherwise unscorable: blank responses, responses written in a foreign 
language, restatements of the prompt, and responses that are off topic or 
incoherent. The Scoring Director must give permission for the use of “NS.” 
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Write the final copy of your article here. 



\Ldl- ar\)nno.(^ c.hofA(A nn4 he ^ Jr por, . T~ A 






/ 1 fCc. 't o 



Inr^h n -h ine-mn, you dd/i^-h ha-wr 4 b p(x~" \-yd\ lA <xAiry^c>~l iri 
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Score Point 1 ; 

. The writer takes the position that animals should not be kept in zoos and provides two unelaborated reasons 
as support (“They are living things to. ..It is not right to take a animal out of the wild and put it into a cage.”). 
The response is too sparse to be scored higher than a “1 .” 
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Score Point 2: 

The writer takes the position that wild animals should not be kept in zoos and provides tliree reasons as 
support (“...they should be with their families... they should be in the wild where they belong... wild animals 
should be away from people.”). While a few supporting details are offered, the response lacks the 
development necessary for a higher score. 
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Score Point 3; 

The writer takes the position disagreeing with people taking animals out of their natural habitat. The 
response is focused, organized, and offers three reasons with elaboration for each. The response 
progresses logically and is generally coherent and complete, overall. 
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Score Point 4: 

The writer takes the position that wild animals should be kept in zoos. The response contains three specific, 
elaborated reasons as support (“...it’s a lot safer.. .a better balanced meal... beautiful environmenf ’). There is 
a clear sense of logical progression and overall completeness. 
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2000-01 



North Carolina 
Writing Assessment 
Grades 4 and 7 

Regional by LEA Performance 



Tables 7 through 12 provide the number of students tested, percentage of students at each score 
point, and the percentage scoring at or above the standard of 2.5 for each of the LEAs by region 
(former six Technical Assistance Centers configurations). Performance by ethnicity is also 
provided for each LEA. 
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Table 7. North Carolina Testing Program, Annual Writing Assessment, 2000-01, Grade 4, 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above 2.5, by LEA 



State 


Percent 


2001 LEA Performance 




100 


Bridges**, Francine Delany**, The Learning Center*^ 




97 


Magellan** 




93 


Lincoln Charter** 




91 


Metrolina Regional** 




89 


Watauga 




87 


Ashe, Avery, Phoenix Academy**, Transylvanit 




86 


Tiller School** 




84 


Madison, Surry 




83 


Alleghany, Caldwell, Currituck, Orange Co. Charter**, Summit Charter*'* 




82 


Gaston, Haywood, Henderson 




81 


Chapel Hill-Carrboro City, Buncombe, Roanoke Rapids City 




80 


Arapahoe**, Dare, Kings Mountain 




79 


Graham, Polk, Union, Wilkes 




78 


Burke, Jackson, Union Academy**, Wake 




77 


Kannapolis City, Millennium** 




76 


Catawba, Cleveland, East Wake Academy**, Yancej 




75 


Chatham, Elkin City, Moore, New Hanover 




74 


Davidson, Iredell-Statesville, Mitchell, Orange, Pender, Randolph, Swair 




73 


Alexander, Carteret, Duplin, Mooresville City, Nash-Rocky Mount, Wayne 




72 


Asheville City, Mount Airy City, Perquimans, Winston-Salem/Forsytl 




71 


Anson, Charlotte/Mecklenburg, Cherokee, Cumberland, Jones, Person 




70 


Franklin Academy**, Gates, Macon, McDowell, Village Charter** 


2001 State 


69 


Alamance-Burlington, Harnett, Lincoln, Tyrrel! 




68 


Guilford, Hickory City, Robeson, Scotland, S.B. Howard*^ 




67 


Asheboro City, Caswell, Clinton City, Durham, Edgecombe, Lenoir, Lexington Cit) 




66 


Bertie, Lee, Stokes, Weldon City, Yadkin 




65 


Edenton/Chowan, Columbus, Mountain Community**, Rockingham, Whiteville Cit) 




64 


Elizabeth City/Pasquotank, Johnston, Sugar Creek** 




63 


Brevard Academy**, Northampton, Stanl) 




62 


Greensboro Academy**, Newton Conover City, Onslow, Richmonc 




61 


Greene 




60 


Clay, Granville, Pamlico 




59 


Davie, Halifax 


2000 State 


58 


Beaufort, Franklin, Hoke, Rutherford 




57 


Brunswick, Martin 




56 


Thomasville City 


1 999 State 


55 


Hyde 




54 


Evergreen Community**, Sterling Montessori**, Warrer 


1995 State 


53 


Bladen, Chatham Charter** 


1996,1998 State 


52 






51 


Cabarrus, Wilson 




50 


Hertford, Maureen Joy**, STARS** 


1997 State 


49 


Vance 




48 


Craven 




47 


Sampson 




46 


Englemann**, Montgomery 




44 


Community Charter**, Piedmont Community*^ 




40 


Haliwa-Saponi Tribal** 




39 


Rowan-Salisbury 




37 


Rocky Mt. Charter Public** 




36 


Children’s Village**, River Mill Charter** 


1994 State 


34 






33 


American Renaissance**, Camden, Research Triangle**, Turning Point*^ 




32 


Carter Community**, Healthy Start**, Shelby City, SPARC Academy*’ 




28 


Forsyth Academies** 




26 


Pitt, Washington 




25 


Harnett Early Childhood**, Quest Academy*^ 




24 


Northeast Raleigh** 


1993 State 


23 






17 


C.G. Woodson**, Grandfather Academy*^ 




13 


Bethel Hill**, Rowan Academy*^ 




8 


Success Institute** 




0 


Omuteko Gwamaziima**, Vance Charter*^ 




* 


Quality Education**, Crossnore Academy**, Woods Charter** 



Notes: A narrative writing prompt was administered each year. The percent of students scoring 2.5 or belter is determined by using the Accountability Standard fonmila, 
which is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested, rounded to the nearest whole number. 

♦Data are not reported where number tested is fewer than five. 

O tes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete charter school name can be found in the Appendix. 
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Table 8. North Carolina Testing Program, Annual Writing Assessment, 2000-01, Grade 7, 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above 2,5, by LEA 



State 


Percent 


2001 LEA Performance 




100 


Magellan**, Quest Academy** 




96 


Exploris** 




94 


Elkin City 




91 


Ashe, Graham, Mount Airy City 




90 


Chapel Hill-Carrboro City 




89 


Burke, Dare 




88 


Watauga 




87 


Cherokee, Yancey 




86 


Mooresville City, Polk 




85 


Asheville City, Kings Mountain, Lake Norman**, Lincoln Charter*’* 




84 


Catawba, Surry, Transylvania 




83 


Alleghany, Bridges**, Buncombe, Jones, Sterling Montessori**, Union 




82 


Chatham Charter** 




81 


Caswell, Gaston, Newton Conover City 




80 


Carteret, Cleveland, Davidson, Hickory City, Moore 




79 


Avery, C.G. Woodson**, Downtown Middle**, Mitchell 




78 


Cabarrus, Chatham, Haywood, Henderson, Iredell-Statesville, Wake 




77 


Caldwell, Cumberland, Currituck, Davie, Duplin, Macon, Rockingham 




76 


Alexander, Anson, Clinton City, Granville, Stanly, Wilkes, Winslon-Saleni/Forsytl 




75 


Asheboro City, Clay, Franklin Academy**, Pamlico, Pender, Whiteville Cit; 




74 


New Hanover, Person 


2001 State 


73 


Alamance-Burlington, Charlotte/Mecklenburg, Francine Delany**, Lincoln, McDowell, Onslow, Orange, Perquimans, Waym 


2000 State 


72 


Madison, Nash-Rocky Mount, Rutherford 




71 


Camden, Edenton/Chowan, Guilford, Scotland, Weldon City 


1999 State 


70 


Beaufort, Craven, Johnston, Richmond, Swain, Wilson 




69 


Brunswick, Gates, Yadkin 




68 


Hoke, Randolph, Roanoke Rapids City 




67 


Harnett, Rowan-Salisbury 




66 


Northampton 




65 


Pitt 




64 


Robeson 


1998 State 


63 


Kannapolis City, Stokes, Summit Charter** 




62 


Durham, Lenoir, Sampson, Shelby City 




61 


Columbus, Elizabeth City/Pasquotank, Franklin, Jackson, Lee 


1996 State 


60 


Lexington City, Tyrrell, Vance Charter** 




59 


Bladen, Montgomery 




58 


Halifax 




57 


Hyde, Imani Institute** 




56 


Rocky Mt. Charter Public**, Thomasville City 


1997 State 


55 


American Ren. Middle**, East Wake Academy**, Greene, Quality Education** 




53 


Arapahoe**, Brevard Academy**, Evergreen Community** 




51 


Bertie 




50 


Village Charter**, Washington 




49 


Vance 




48 


Edgecombe, Martin 




47 


Kestrel Heights**, Mountain Community** 




46 


CIS Academy**, Hertford 




45 


Alpha Academy**, Warren 




43 


Bethany Community** 




42 


SPARC Academy** 




40 


Provisions Academy** 




35 


River Mill Charter** 




33 


Crossnore Academy**, Thomas Jefferson** 




31 


Orange Co. Charter** 




29 


The Learning Center** 




25 


MAST**, Woods Charter** 




24 


S.B. Howard** 




17 


Carter Community** 




13 


Lift Academy** 




9 


Omuteko Gwamaziima** 




0 


Success Academy** 




* 


Grandfather Academy**, Kennedy Charter**, Lakeside School** 



Notes: An expository or descriptive writing prompt was administered each year. The percent of students scoring 2.5 or better is determined by using the Accountability 



Standard formula, which is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested, rounded to the nearest whole number. 

*Data are not reported where number tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete charter school name can be found in the Appendix. 
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Nojes: ^Thc Accountabiliiy Siandard formula is ihc sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Data not reported where Number Testcvl is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a chaner school. Tor repoiiiitg puiposcs the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in (he Appendi.x. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Notes: ^The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

♦Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. I'or reporting puiposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The cotnplete natne can be h)Lmd in the Appendi.x. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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BEST COPY AVAIUBLE 



Notes: ^The Accountability Standard fonnula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Denotes a charter school. For reponing purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Notes: ^The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5. and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

♦Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Notes: n he Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Daia not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Denoie> a charter school. I'or reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendi.x. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Notes: ^The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Data not repotted where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendi.x. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 



CA 

o o 

s § 

C C 

S 

5 c 

S 

Q> U 

< c 

OX) 

.S G 

.-a o 

SI 

3 ^ . 

c Q w 

^■£ 1-1 

6 *s 

^ o ^ 

Pm (/5 



&£ 

c 

ts <s 
£ « 
H o 

c 

13 ^ 
O o 

U ^ 
3 3 

U c« 
^ c 
ti 

Z 5 

Kfl 



OS ® 

p 2 c 
^ o 
C« H 
H « 
Pm 



i/T O 



c« 

u 

0^ 

o 

u 

(/3 

z 

o 

H 

z 

u 

> 

z 

o 

u 



<N o\ o\ 



VO vr> On 
<N f>J 



00 00 — — 



VO vO ro 



VO O — fO 



O rr (N 



— O 00 



' O O O rf O 

0000000 



m O ON 



O O r'N 



M O O O fN 



mOvO — ‘OOOnOXN'O 



<N «N »n 



— 



<N — <N 



O O ^ 



m On XN 



vD *r> r<N *r> -- o 

IT) fN fN tN m m 



O — 

o — 



in 2 ®o 
.a NO 



Oi Q _ 

S H ® 

CQ ^ On 
5 c« o' 

i “ 2 

z ^ 



000 



fNONOoooo — «nooN 
oovDrnONVOfNrnvSm 
r~ON*nvor~mfNfN*n 



VO m *n 00 



O 

ERLC 



s s 



.wm Z H * 

c * fc * 

I I -s I 

a -S 3 ^ 

2P J > ^ 

I -g S 5 

Si i o ^ 

(/) U, W 00 



e 



t5 g 

= I 

a ^ 



rt -kT 

X ^ 



5 



2 



Notes: *The Accountability Standard formula Is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested, 

*Daia not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

** Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 



o 

u 

z; 

o 

P 

z; 

u 

> 

z; 

O 

u 





CJ 


o 


u 




o 


o 


o 


o 


C/D 


o 

n 


c 


rx 


o 


c 


c 




Qi> 


B 


> 


Vi 


c 


Vi 


o 


CJ 

Vi 


U 


Vi 

< 


'O 

c 


DJD 




^5 


0\ 




c 




o 


*£ 






£ 

*C 


3 

a 


Vi 


a 


Q 


< 




rx 


.s 


E 


*o 



Pm 



PU| 

OD 

p ^ 

u 

C/D 

DD »' r K 

C w 
r4 

£ Q> 

^ O 

S ^ 

'S ^ 

2 ® 



^ S 

W .2 
T ^ 

pO 
cv a 

u 

CJ 

Q> 

T3 Vi 



u 



p c 
u o) 
O T3 

Z 5 

O o 

1-H ^ 

^ c 
— ^ 

a ^ 



O > 



CC Q 
u U 00 
CQ H 

5 <Z) ^ 

2 “ g 

z ^ 



o^ o^ 

CN 



'^— rom — o^'Oooo^w^ 
0\0^xd(N'0'0 — fO<N 

rMC') — <Nrvi<— — — fs — 



(N — On CTn 



»n oo 'O oo rn >o rn 
r^TTON'd'dr^ — 
o0'^'0r'r'0or»oooovor'r*“00'0 



o o o 



ooomooooizir^cTN 

ooooooooooo 



o o o o o o 



Tf o o o o o o 

^ CN O O O O O 



CNOOOOOOW^W^W^ 
— ■ — — OOO— C>CN 



0^ CN 



O O 'O o 



o\ o o o 

O O CN 



O — O 'O 



o — VOO — OOC^)'— ooooo 



VO rn CN 

rr ^ — 

— — CN TT 



Tj-TTCN^iZiOOr^m — iOCOfN 

r<-I— Jf'j-OOvCN'O-^^vdrnOv 
— ■t^CN'^CN — *nmr^CNCNCN 



Tf — ^ 



^ M . CN 



lo — VO CN OO 0\ 0\ 

r<-l rn od od CN CN Ov 

CN — CN — — CN — 



m oo Tf o ov »o 

VO oo — — O rn Ov 

^ — CN CN CN — — 



>0 00 o 



CN. — CN C^l 



'O'or^'^oo^'^'Ocn'^cN'Ooorn — moovov-jCNr^ ovOcn 
cnovcNO\rn,-;cN— ’'r^ ov— "ocnodvriTfov*cSr^O\^ — o — 

vovor^cNo'^^voTt'Tj-^Tj-Tj-^^^'zivnTrcN^'ocNizi 



lo rn O O O 

\o o o ^ o 



o o o «o 



>o ov ov >o >o 



— ''1 

'o 2 



>o o >o 



«o o o — 



O Tt O CN vri Ov 

O CN O c^i O O 



oo o VO z: VO 



O CN ^ O O 



'OOv — 0«0I0 — 'O'O 



m 



^ ’T. 



ro ^ — Ov Ov O 

CN O >0 — VO »zi 

m CN czi CN — 



s ! 



o 

ERIC 



0£ 

o 

oi, 



r"v ^ 

^ a 



8 ‘S I & I 

§ « e ^ ^ 

CQ < U. UJ u 



c ^ 
o c 

^ 5 



a g 

U O 



I. 

X 2C 






g. 



^ ^ a: 



53 



i < 



G G 

H m 



Notes: ^ The Accountability Standard fonnuia Is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Denote.s a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendi.x. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 



Table 10 b. North Carolina Testing Program, Annual Writing Assessment, 2000-01 
Percent of Students at or above 2.5, Score Point Distribution, and Convention Scores 

Grade 7, by LEA 
Northwest Region 

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS - PERCENTAGE CONVENTION SCORES 
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The numbers have been rounded lo the nearest tenth. 
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Notes: ^ The Accountability Standard fomiula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Data not reported where Number Tested is fevs'er than five. 

♦♦Denotes a chaner school. For repoiiing purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix, 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Notes; ^Thc Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reported where Number Tested is 1‘cwerthan five. 

**Denotes a charter school. Tor reponiiig puiposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic categorie.s may not sum to All Students Number Tested because students may not have coded in an ethnic categor>'. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Notes: ^The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For repoiiing puq^oses the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic categories may not sum to All Students Number Tested because students may not have coded in an ethnic categoiy. 
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Notes: ' The Accoumabiliiy Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charier school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic categories may not sutn to All Students Number Tested because's indents may not have coded in an ethnic category. 
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Notes: ^Tlic Accountability Stanciard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5. 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Dcnotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The cotnplete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic categories may not sum to All Students Number Tested because students nuiy not have coded in an ethnic category. 
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BESTCOPYAVAtUBLE 



Noics: ^ The Accountabiliiy Standard Ibrmula is ihe sum of students scoring 2.5. 3.0, 3.5. and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reponed where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic categories may not sum to All Students Number Tested because students may not have coded in an ethnic category. 



Table 11 . North Carolina Testing Program, Annual Writing Assessment, 2000-01 

Percent of Students at or above 2.5, 

Grade 4, by Ethnicity and LEA 
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Notes: ^The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5. 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Denoies a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendi.x. 

The ethnic categories may not sum to All Students Number Tested because students may not have coded in an ethnic category. 
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Notes: ^The Accountability Standard fomiula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0, 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendi.x. 

The ethnic categories may not sum to All Students Number Tested becau.se students may not have coded in an ethnic category. 
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Table 12 . North Carolina Testing Program, Annual Writing Assessment, 2000-01 

Percent of Students at or above 2.5, 

Grade 7, by Ethnicity and LEA 
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Notes: • The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 2.5, 3.0. 3.5, and 4.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The cotnplete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic categories may not sum to All Students Number Tested because students may not have coded in an ethnic category. 
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North Carolina Test of 
English II 

Grade 10 
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North Carolina 

2000-01 English II Report of Student Performance 

Grade 10 



Overview 



Findings 



• The English II Assessment of Writing, an end-of-course test, is a 
component of the North Carolina Statewide Testing Program. It is a state- 
mandated assessment of student performance in writing at grade 10 that 
focuses on world literature other than British or American. 

• The North Carolina Assessment of English II was administered statewide 
in Summer 2000, November 2000 and March 2001. This is the tenth year 
the English II assessment has been given to all English II students. Student 
essays are scored on a six-point scale for content and a three-point, four- 
domain scale for conventions. A standard of 3.0 for English II (Level III or 
above) was adopted by the State Board of Education in September 1997. 

• Student performance in English II decreased slightly this year when 
compared to student performance in 1999-00. There was variation in 
student performance in English II among schools and school districts. 

• Statewide student performance in English II decreased by 4.1 percentage 
points when compared to the previous year. In 2000-01 approximately 
53.9 percent of all students who took the test achieved a score of 3.0 (the 
standard) or greater. In 1999-00, 58.0 percent of the students who took the 
test achieved a score of 3.0 or greater. 

• Higher percentages of female students than male students received the top 
writing scores. 

• Generally, a greater percentage of White students (60.6%) received higher 
English II scores followed by the percentage of Asian students (58.6%), 
Multi-racial students (54.3%), Other students (53.0%), Hispanic students 
(46.1%), Black students (39.1%), and American Indian students (38.5%). 

• While North Carolina schools continue to work diligently preparing all 
students to meet more rigorous standards in the basic academic areas, in 
writing there is variation in performance among students, classrooms, 
schools, and ethnic groups. 

• Our continuing challenge is to emphasize and focus more on 
communication skills in the classroom. Whether oral, visual, or written, 
effective communication skills are the result of active learning and frequent 
use of higher level thinking skills. The State Board of Education has 
reaffirmed its belief that writing is a basic skill that must continue to be 




emphasized in every classroom by including the assessment of writing as a 
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component of the ABCs Accountability Program. 



What is the 
English II 
Essay 

Assessment? 



• Providing students with a solid educational foundation in writing and 
communication skills ensures that they are better prepared to become 
successful and competitive in the global marketplace of the twenty-first 
century. 

• Table 2 on page 79 depicts percentages of students in the state scoring at 
or above the current accountability reference point of 3.0. A 
disaggregation by ethnicity and gender is also provided. 

• The North Carolina Test of English II, a component of the North 
Carolina Statewide Testing Program, is a state-mandated assessment of 
student performance in writing at grade 10. 

The English II writing assessment was added to the North Carolina Testing 
Program in 1991-92 to place a greater emphasis on writing statewide. The 
revised North Carolina Standard Course of Study (SCS) emphasizes 
writing as a basic skill that can be improved with appropriate emphasis. 
The measurement of writing ensures that ample time and resources are 
allotted for the development of the writing process in the classroom. 



• The purposes of the English II test are to assess mastery of the writing 
curriculum, to assess the application of grammatical skills, and to assess 
achievement of literary analysis. All students enrolled in English II are 
required to respond to an expository, literature-based prompt for their 
writing task. 



How is the 
English II 
Essay , 
administered? 



• On the day of testing, the teacher removes from a sealed envelope 
individual copies of a writing prompt. The writing prompt provides 
instructions that set forth the task. Each student has 100 minutes to write a 
composition in response to the prompt. Scheduled extended time may be 
allotted to students with special needs or students with limited language 
proficiency, if appropriate. 



How are scores • 
reported? 



Each year students’ scored compositions, student and classroom scores, 
and scoring guides are returned to English II teachers several weeks after 
scoring. Teachers are encouraged to use the scoring guides along with the 
student essays to acquire a better understanding of the scoring criteria and 
to interpret scores for students and parents. Teachers receive a class roster 
with focused holistic scores as well as analytic scores for conventions for 
each student. 



• Each year summary scores are returned to all schools and school systems 
in the state. 



er|c 
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How are the 

compositions 

scored? 



• Each student composition is scored by two independent readers. The 
composition is assigned a 1- 6 or Non-Scorable score by each reader. For 
an essay where the two scores are discrepant by a single score point, a mid- 
point score is assigned to the student’s composition. For example, a 
student may receive 2.5, 3.5, 4.5, etc. as a score. 



There were 86,034 English II public school student papers which were scored by two readers and re- 
scored by the scoring director if the readers differed by more than one point on the six-point scale. 
The agreement rate of the readers is shown below in Table I. 

Table 1 

English II Reader Agreement Status Across Administrations 

Total Public Perfect Agreement Adjacent Agreement Resolution Required 

School Papers Percent Percent Percent 

86,034 76.4 23.4 0.1 

The 70 percent criterion rate for perfect agreement required by the State Board of Education was 
exceeded and the resolutions required were few. 



• The assigned score point reflects each student’s performance with respect 
to a set of criteria for each score point (focused holistic scoring). The 
score points define the student’s command of the mode of writing required. 
The quality of each composition, regardless of mode, is determined by 
considering the following characteristics: (1) main idea, (2) supportive 
details, (3) organization, and (4) coherence. A focused holistic score is 
assigned to each student’s paper based on these four characteristics. 

• A second, independent evaluation assesses every student’s performance in 
each of the following four areas of conventions: sentence formation, 
usage, mechanics, and spelling. An analytic score is assigned and reported 
for each of the four areas. 

• Every year the same scoring criteria and score point scale or standards are 
used as were used in previous years. However, the scoring guides are 
tailored to fit a particular prompt and the anchor papers (i.e., papers used to 
exemplify score point standards) are selected to correspond to the prompt 
administered for a given year. 
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Results of the 
English II 
Essay Test 



• For the March English II Assessment, students were asked to write a well- 
organized composition in response to the following prompt: 

In many works of literature, the action, mood, or setting contributes to the 
establishment of a central theme (message or main idea). From the novels, 
short stories, full-length plays, poems, biographies, and autobiographies 
you have read, choose one work and identify its central theme. Explain how 
the action, mood or setting contributes to the establishment of a central 
theme, and explain the effect of the action, mood, or setting on the overall 
work. The work you choose must be from world literature other than British 
(England, Ireland, and Wales) literature. Give the title and, if you 
remember, the author of the work. 

• For the 2000-01 school year across all cycles, readers scored 86,034 
public school essays for English II. The scores show that 53.9 percent 
of the students wrote well enough to score at. or above 3.0. This 
represents a decrease of 4.1 percentage points from the 58.0 percent 
who achieved this level in 1999-00. 0.0 percent of the students received 
the highest scores of 5.5 and 6.0, and 6.6 percent received the scores of 
1.0 and 1.5. 0.9 percent of the papers were blank, unreadable, or off- 
topic in comparison to 1.3 percent in 1999-00. 



Performance 
of subgroups 



• The convention score is an analytic score reported in four areas: 
sentence formation, usage, mechanics, and spelling. The scale within 
each area is a 3-point scale with a score of 3 being a paper containing 
one or two minor errors in a particular area. In sentence formation, 45.7 
percent scored a 3 (a decrease from 46.6 percent in 1999-00) while 1 1.5 
percent were rated a score of 1 (an increase from 1 1.0 percent in 1999- 
00). In usage, 3.0 percent of students earned a 3 (a decrease from 10.2 
percent in 1999-00) while 42.7 percent received a 1 (a decrease from 
43.1 percent in 1999-00). hi mechanics, 23.0 percent had a score of 3 
and 20.3 percent had a score of 1 as compared to 1999-00 with 23.1 
percent and 21.3 percent respectively. Also, 20.2 percent received a 
score of 3 in spelling (19.8 percent in 1999-00), and 29.4 percent 
obtained a score of 1 (29.7 percent in 1999-00) (See Figure 3, page 82). 

• Gender. Approximately 60.7 percent of the female students scored at or 
above 3.0 compared to 47.3 percent for male students. 
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Assessment 

observations 



• Ethnicity. About 60.6 percent of the White students scored at or above 3.0 
compared to 58.6 percent for Asian students, 54.3 percent for Multi-racial 
students, 53.0 percent for Other students, 46.1 percent for Hispanic 
students, 39.1 percent for Black students, and 38.5 percent for American 
Indian students. 



• Table 2 on page 79 shows the percentages of students at or above 
3.0 for each subgroup (see also Figure 4, page 84). 

• Table 3 on page 83 shows the percentages of students at each 
score point, by Exceptionality and Limited English Proficient. 

• English II scores decreased slightly compared to student performance in 
1999-00. The trends of excessive plot summary used as elaboration and a 
lack of analysis where required continued. When attempting to elaborate on 
a point taken, students must be selective on the specific details chosen. The 
main idea, or focus, of the composition may be lost if the student lapses into 
plot summary in an attempt to elaborate. The use of selective, specific, 
relevant details presented clearly causes support to be sufficient, not the 
amount of information presented. The analysis required in the composition 
is most important when dealing with the third aspect of the prompt, or 
overall effect on the work. Students have difficulty going beyond a cursory, 
surface analysis (“if this did not happen, the novel would not be what it 
is.”). 



2000-01 
North Carolina 
English II 

Writing Assessment 
State-Level Summary Statistics 



The following charts provide state-level summary statistics. The number tested in 
English II, the percentage of students scoring at each of the focused holistic score point 
values, and the percentage of students scoring at or above 3.0 are provided for all 
categories of students. In addition, the percentage of students achieving the score points 
in sentence formation, usage, mechanics, and spelling are graphically depicted. 
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Table 2. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual English II Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
Percent of Students at or above the Standard of 3.0 
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number tested). Due to rounding, some categories may not sum to 100%. 
Percent of students is based on the number of students taking English II. 
2000-01 Report of Student Perfonnance in Writing 



Figure 1. North Carolina Testing Program 
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Annual English II Assessment, 1996-97 to 2000-01 
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Percent Scoring at Each Score Point 
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Table 3. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual English II Assessment, 2000-01 
State Scores of Students with Special Needs 
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Figure 4. North Carolina Testing Program 
Annual English II Assessment, 1999-00 to 2000-01 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above the Standard of 3.0 
by Ethnicity 
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North Carolina 
English II 

Writing Assessment 

Copies of the English II Sample Student Responses 



The following pages provide copies of sample student responses from English II. The 
score point for each response and an aimotation explaining the score are provided on each 
composition. 




85 



87 



Expository 
Composition 
Focused Holistic 
Score Scale 



Score Point 6 - The response exhibits a strong command of expository 
writing. It is focused and has a fluent, clear progression of ideas and 
evenness of development. There are strengths in all four criteria. The writer 
provides specific, relevant details to support ideas. These papers exhibit a 
strong command of an expository writing strategy. The writer clearly 
develops all parts of the prompt and uses an appropriate and highly effective 
approach (i.e., tone, point of view, originality). An appropriate sense of 
audience exists. Sentence structure is varied and effective, and word choice 
demonstrates the ability to use a large vocabulary skillfully. The literary 
work referred to must be from world literature (other than American or 
British literature). There is a sense of overall completeness. 

Score Point 5 - The response is focused, progresses logically, and exhibits a 
command of expository writing. There are strengths in all four criteria. 
There is no break in progression. The writer uses specific details and clearly 
links events and relationships. A few minor flaws in coherence may be 
present. The writer addresses all aspects of the prompt and uses effective 
vocabulary and sentence structure. The literary work referred to must be 
from world literature (other than American or British literature). An 
appropriate sense of audience exists. There is a sense of overall 
completeness. 

Score Point 4 - The response is focused and establishes progression of ideas 
and events although minor lapses in focus and progression may be present. 
The papers have elaboration and support in the form of specific details. 
Papers scored “4” have an organizational pattern, but minor flaws may exist. 
They may have minor wealcnesses in coherence. The writer clearly 
addresses the topic and supports it, but some aspect of the prompt may be 
missing. The literary work referred to must be from world literature (other 
than American or British literature). In some responses, a sense of audience 
may exist. 

Score Point 3 - These responses exhibit some progression of ideas and 
events and provide some elaboration and support. The elaboration may be 
flawed, but it has relevance to the requirements of the prompt. Papers scored 
“3” have a generally organized pattern but contain minor flaws. The papers 
are generally coherent, although minor wealaiesses in coherence may be 
present. These papers are focused on the prompt; some may not address all 
aspects of the prompt. Some papers may tend to summarize at times or have 
a list-like quality, but they should have concrete, supporting details. 



Score Point 2 - There is evidence that the writer has seen the prompt and 
responded to it, although the response may be unclear. Some responses may 
have little or no sense of connection between a controlling idea and 
supporting details relevant to development. Other responses may have a 
sense of focus but may lose it. Some “ 2 ” responses may be extended lists or 
lists with some extension. The writer has some sense of organization, but the 
composition may be too sparse for a higher score point. Some of the 
compositions do not directly address all aspects of the prompt, and some 
lapse into summary. 

Score Point 1 — There is evidence that the writer has seen and attempted to 
respond to the prompt. However, the response may not sustain focus on the 
topic. The writer may attempt to support ideas, but there may be no sense 
of strategy or control. Many responses exhibit skeletal control but are too 
sparse to be scored higher than a “1”. Some responses lack coherence 
and/or have an inappropriate strategy (i.e., pure summary, pure list). 

Score Point 0 - This response addresses a literary work but is incorrect in 
its perception of the literary concept. 

Non-Scorable - The response is off-topic, unreadable, or blank. 
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Conventions 
Analytical Score Scale 



Sentence Formation 

Score Point 1: Exhibits weak control of sentence formation. Contains 

several major errors and/or frequent minor errors. 

Score Point 2: Exhibits marginal control of sentence formation. Contains 
one or two major errors and/or several minor errors. 

Score Point 3: Exhibits strong control of all aspects of sentence formation 
with only an occasional minor error. 



Usage 

Score Point 1: Exhibits weak control of usage. Contains several major 

errors and/or frequent minor errors. 

Score Point 2: Exhibits marginal control of usage. Contains one or two 
major errors and/or several minor errors. 

Score Point 3: Exhibits strong control of all aspects of verb usage, pronoun 
usage, and other usage with only an occasional minor error. 



Mechanics 

Score Point 1: Exhibits weak control of mechanics. Contains several major 
errors and/or frequent minor errors. 

Score Point 2: Exhibits marginal control of mechanics. Contains one or 
two major errors and/or several minor errors. 

Score Point 3: Exhibits strong control of all aspects of mechanics with only 
an occasional minor error. 



Spelling 

Score Point 1: Exhibits weak control of spelling. Contains several major 
errors and/or frequent minor errors. 

Score Point 2: Exhibits marginal control of spelling. Contains one or two 
major errors and/or several minor errors. 

Score Point 3: Exhibits strong control of spelling with only an occasional 
error. 



WHie Lhe Onal cop> fif >x^ur coinpuSilion here. 



"Xkjl or" C-G.r O.riC> rig. — uaia ,£g>n 

T KtSi inprft^sgiM. ^ — 

p*^- V'^ ><pf ft. I ^ ^1*' pSij/3X^i — la^Vi^ — S-^i — ^ lid[^ — fr ti i><i j — 



hLiTb* o.rfV».,ii rif* Pg* ifc kt wr‘etAji:L inW^f 6H|p dilSJir. fta>-s 



Vi'ffl . T-k^s f^»raU VrflpeA — KrVI 6^\0-hi& 

CJH^ hvgf krV lL>. ^>J\A ^Lg il h>rt| ^ p KKJ^d C:<^C ._ 






■YI-eD.(^|5. 



Score Point 1 

The writer has selected Cyrano De Bergerac and attempts to respond to the prompt. However, this 
very sparse response simply identifies the theme and the few details offered are not relevant to the 
prompt. 
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Write the final copy of your composition here. 



-Tn H '£he.r<^ cv/P /YbAy 




-lU>/y}p r-.i' riAv ro/irti/vi Xn 


f(Wriy -iC>Ork^- - Il^e/s^hy/e. ■■ f /v^ ,/ir4ihA J 


,rr\riDA ^ con-i/fLoi^^^ 4-^4X<p 




WcA\r) j Tho n.tj/Ao/' y liXrr^A/ 




kiOi 1^-xork cck'^cx/iy 4\0np i> 




IP^ /Xw >he ^ 


•\L^a44^>a ^ ToLr/*)! t^'^hs^ih na^ o 




fine fe4ab^/prt ^ C€A4/iil 


-Ph^/n^ ihofeib‘cf7/Je-^- no 


li^ Lr 


'!0K\ t! r,o^7 c,f^p /;&te(LM::3b€M^ 


! Spi' lA ‘ )n PoWa(S 


i'+ nJrM^:v AriLJ^/h/ PrfAxcJcP/^ '• 


n^AWJu fittri ouoy AnM, 


:/>k7TL ' tjKo l>J/4 ivopp '/c? Y^>q/ &r-VT? 0 /\^^£ 


'4r.~ ti// , ! 


17)^?: 47<imp Ayf^ y)o Ao/)-^ Axifn^^]- tia/r/'gi 


is X>. P/t/ )€■■- 0/iji, ■■ 

4o -fe/l /A klnjtA — 


KvaoA tnio hh^ — hof^ d^ 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 





OqajQ. ho ^ t. 




Jf , /rp/ i 


Tt^'?L^P he/ TT)t - ■' 


c.o.f^4rcL, 


4-f^ Yo ^sbciLJ^^ 


Hfi . ' no^^r ^ /W- 


aLtoV./ hr^^e- , WflnQ.., .. ! t — 




■^n!ndo rctfe^ orfi 





Score Point 2 

The writer has chosen the novel After the War and identifies a theme of hopelessness. While there is 
an attempt to provide support, a clear connection is not established between the details presented and 
a controlling idea. 



^£ST COPY available 



Writ? ibe Dna| topTiff your composition here- 



T^^ , \i-VercrtvAr£.-iV<: oct\Drs i i-Vr^ 



P^aUt^hf>%fcrT< r^aCir^<^ J f<err< . ( ;Lk■^V — 

t< ,-\r\ \>cr,T)r^r\a'<^ rtf CK W^rV^> lA . 

rr><><^QLG^^P -V(N«. avK\VNJC>r WAMgi A ^ Sa i \d 40^^^ - 
ff A^ fr . Th? -^yfv\g i-g.crf^trs is. eii^^icfiSizai! 



4'aM ocxiir ntf^g.r ^ 4ag i fv^ C . S\a)qV^S\‘^^ I n tl ii. 



>Le5 £\ \s r . k-^cvt\ft , 



4rrrr^vr 4^\rvr^ pvt^rpt^sed i' mnua , V\ cv dii >r>s 



lAJOrVS 



' '^<> r> V rriViie ^ -tbi . of i iS 

1 T, . a ,._k. :b? n V >.v-,^LirT 



^rfsSPr] V A wn(Vl A ^\youa^ rv^cx.>^^j (\f'\\DysS AV\<iV - 
■i^lU Abo-Jj-y 4lv H<=rtVV.n erf ti~^r .LQC£ n\ oy<^A. W v^ags\4V^S^ 



gW L\ r\i‘h\Mf^A^7^d bs' SS yng.n i_i!Qg.JgQ^i:vi4^ 



4-'^tP wgre; 5 CCA rf<^ -fnr AVeir tW^S 6o^\\ \r> 6o-\ \ . .. 






tp r-nVYM j y: VNcrir z as.LK Ttu -tnr — ujLii — u y /■ -v- . .. 

■ Mff\ v ^^^^^uT^ AK^t QVJri UA aw nver\ -\&- ^V\r ck cr^ K 



4Wv| \a/m ^ A^ ^vc^rinv] j nr WMi \d c^Sii.ac\ &ffi£.£i Sh^(^S^ V-lif l 



MU as^A^pri ari\^\ \i?o\) v^ hp ^S3S ViQ^g&:^ 

W^^Avisp- \^^<xA 0 l ^vliSh.oro^\/&Y . _ T\^ Y>vjtf % 



h^\[ bo^ .yg47> 



4vfYQu v^ir^y s^W\rgjfr>g riV^Di'LAiiL!i 



CXTC 



\fe_af,AVi. o^ts 

ar7 ’forud M r ur> m6^ 



4U; snoxAJ g^U.i aVvY >ns4 OV Nipy Of ^^K .c AW»r -V^ s\« . y> 






4;ma^ n\\ 4l\Kf rau\ 4 Wm^ -W 4 W£ A SW yj 5.i U\? . J 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



of Viftf. A 


ftfAiooiS cif a vmqtVL a AV-t 


ouAcorri 0\re-va.W WOfK . V\lt'VV\f*ji <Vifv\p q'F.AW ^'^ rVc. 


-ttrvtrTi i\0f\ be rkcAUr^^ \y\ 


make AV>i r« Odder mrc.dtAftJUt 


4V^l ood 4kt 4 toMrK'c?i xV'icAaikd. Sf c\cAiot\s 


t\cA \f\oMt 4aVleir\ ^\(xjci 4W v^oiKjvA XY\x^^ \iV^ \A i 


fv\kSllA£i f\T\ ’u-yMTArVo mA e\e rk>inA. 


>(lliT\oilV 'n*; ars p-f cx..lihri?ru 


i/\ftsrVl. “T\\q CV<_3eir>rN A-w AWryve^ r\v>c^ 


Ptrr\nVscxSt7 e OL^v^ AVt 3 ^A V\oi 0 CLlliii 


■ r-f-TccIt An '+We. <3vpvnVV vMbr\i_ 





Score Point 3 

The writer has selected Night and focuses on the theme that “war is a terrible tragic thing.” The 
response contains some concrete details and is generally coherent and has some progression of ideas 
and events. 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Write die copy ofyOur composition here. 



— 1 

lha 05\nV nf vjygix>j^’bg. idea VWiT all hunnanJ 


ufij 'iN A%\Q rAorwuced ^ H 0 Si\ and 1 


W \h<L onoJin Sdea ftW^efV rr^ont;<;* 


T^P 5\r&.nnor- OoY>x>i^ vUn'sV^^ d-h£rr> C. 


«i?uornil pvJooVs- \r\ ^o. nnual oiadj ir% o-^f irw/€ 


liviii +Wrir>V^ H\e_ ^VtYVK n9r iA:>VfitW 'VYi^S^ 


VJliYm*?- ^ 1 11 L^A4 ' Ti^i m — i^i m w i 

oxioM< ■Vt\V<> OVsiCfi ► 


Pit\ Cnr VW? V^rsr^\^^ Qr\ri . - ■- 


nindcMJhWH^i fVk> rSP Hap. YWi<A- ^^vjpoyVcjtnt^ ^cY\g ScEr\C 


v4i -w^'k^rt \W) vWk!*/> cV\ftfc\'^^i u^iV^rj v^2.'^Q-r~i 


j^\)TlTlU \l ^ IJJLkU-J \<-r UAi WV V | *— ■ 

A 1 lAnnr^ Pncv-Vf^ t?\CY«n rYYir\.Tnc> iTYWWTl&r 


:r rr.mr\\f>Vf>C^i \^.H;c’Jf\^ VwraosC V^d no vprL^cn Vn._ 


AM>rADr VL-,ro V^c? f\\^\ r>c^ eVfiA f^LWp -Wia.^ M 

V\Tjd PiPsV- nwjfrtr.r ^ VAinSrVi dPSirOLjl. ._ 

K-’m Vu W\ oriioC\ V\?iT\ fiGOiW p£if<X\,Vvi ^ Vn Yps ^ on — 


A V)f■)aY^,^l^^ on A Vm>£V^. WbSA>Qi \\\Q — 

'n^r^'yiAM ftp dV'P ^A^lil^^ rWvfOL^^r ^CQP> 


oVoKvkmWi; Kp. ccm&s io ■\m^-CDmA'i<;u.v> tVin4 


WKrtpaVr>rtfiOs nrt l)9ff\l!RP hP. Vr>r ^ 

imcioi^v-iAnnnV fiv_k\^ obspncp. Hi — OmjtK)!^ 


wVuV. W\-i> orminf! 4o^iVii^ rnncUi’suy\, a. 


Or\o4 i':; in W,^ rtiL^HUM fe W\n^^J£! 


Kui/.<-4-i ia?4ai (vAm Wnc T nir fo rsV- nnk^nrMA>r\ 


/*JloitxvxiVrv’i4’i^J/x '►4rMj('t5\fpr V^P \ 1 S flT'l&SrtL — 




A.n^ L;*via AAntn M li?ave . bPCaV)<;^ lai S (TfC!Q.r>iO^( — 1 


11 nc^ Vv2) W.Qrd J 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



On ^ViQ riflii ({■ fmn's fho 


hpn‘^nn\rvj oP mcuo 


.!Siyn K nrlK t:KP. lorwfVH 


motinnUifi . 


pi^i^ VK^ deoiK nP VVrfe 


rUftfftOlcr did nci \n firiU imlj pf(k4 f^sV Alnp lA'cx-^cdjVvi^t'iTVs 


uM on lW nnr»W\\\i. roaifi rMYOrigr's 


imvi ooQCcd ^0 arc\, ms W nujQ^tiM 


Rv(vijVirv\. v>p (Ycf()ts 'rV^is^utt35rs\lnd>^^| (Sol UHle I 


ira(rAt(y[t.fet.i iomr?ilw 2 ^\<k\.Oa(>i\\)i\sXK^ jicrt- 


<^fiAknfi vvc nWiflx^^r k) a. Irtokr of 


i^<JeQlf,v«) roTYic ortos; QS snc^iu 'oatplps. tW 

^Vioi?5 IS In o use W ViC^OD ix!)rjnd. 


&d nicW\nf| reiftQjQ to CFf-VciYn 9:ercc^0rm\\js 


a r^vood qP un^s'^‘f>es<;.fofaoQ \:Ke- remder 4o 


cotki'to poi-ic nsf^pcisnf oia>v^ live. 


nnd \c> Oucskeyn Vye r^r V\or 5:;\(iri\PiQC^nr5 +Vv^ 


f.VCiAV^(>^ \'ih'i\terse.. Tlf\9 reader y^p err rvi'^v S.Wiif€- ]-h2. 


AV^SiVa'i^ tySiaV nC \mo \r\ ordpr a-Opf^CjOie tKe . 


skiVp [i^iVh u)k\rV\ and dajJd 


dKe reodpr. 





Score Point 4 

The writer has chosen The Stranger and uses specific details to support the idea that the author 
illustrates the novel’s theme through the settings. The response establishes a progression of ideas and 
events and has elaboration and support in the form of specific details. 



Best COPY AVAILABLS 
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Write ropy of your compo6itlon htfz. 



1hc Ki^HiAr CkT\ eig/nrJi A k | SS oHa^kJ^^^SJ &nvf.fnptg^.oncJ 



/ij| in its Sfv-j I • Lik^^ frv> cr.rhnJ jhrrf\<^r>{ ^ lff\^rrir,^ 



murh of '5fli.Y^c fhinq. r^nf-yl /if <^f^fHrir[ 



bs.^^ ' hr rif^;y;ribgn qs ■CiCa:)iT^plirf-,’^- in-4/y nijf {rji^ n^r^ tvnrir 



Cnr.h of 4hpag, hP. lp .t l’ 4 he ^sV/ih|i'5 : .hrirm fYYXin 



iclra. Tn the lil/tTAn j ihjnrk Klic jinh h\i£iif. Ujie.s&i mry n'^ 



i I f I » .' 

1il:c occcfy.piicCS , ^rv^ in ilV Tfv"rr/^f 

Q rerLnrrk rwiry^ ^r>d ifrvj.<ainr^A/^Q^ 



" War us f\ \e\r^H r^trn^\r. -Ky r;^rihal k-',(Y\c\;'^iy 

-poTP and rffVirif cf NiCjh^- TIt ^rhirr> >a \z pK^H iri ifife t*A':irL hfe‘|^'r-> 

Mr^^r -Unr ,up:^ nh(s 



i^hjr.^ fT7>ro5 trcn.'f>j 



^p^d»ggCn}yA if>.^irJri^nin^ dre^/] 



_ g j i> I ^ i-hf ^Xoirry^i^^i-, th c bf?s \nCj .^f n^n-, babc3 in^t? fre nir 



^ -fotry^prar Kr.P.. ihr arYjiJ iSh is V.lf ■>; rhi'ld^ oWn r y-yj^ 



^hrh g> ^hLtnff hf>y *D plorehi^ fe ^he rS VJi^hiCfrdcorp^i; ' 

ok 



ak \ht c\ c/)r4 ^i\j nrvl ^iitrl^ r huv. i/^ jfe hi^r>pri/ 

Ijyjrx!: ■ ''it-f J Si'gp I's o rt^cic aiAnJ <y niA^ la^MO £1f'^. 

dnri his fnr>-^jly arfi</^ 0.^ Juj^nv^ii 7 , Jrf^Ytr-r\ \ iiJ(zkj ‘^r M^JS> ii.rgsn 



Fi^rf~y:ips 4hr p^i,^-l- ^IVr'^- jhrr>Y: o -f j/yz hroQrdo oP^f 



IS mi-yt palpr^htg O'sa irp, wni-^j"> ihc '''scd--faCifHanqr;/ J-r^y 

ito r^rd. Iht: dvin^ ^ y>y rh<r inimnrnl 



tr\ n Nsil'i hnn/js 

benn\j'^r his bdy 'A^Jlt j Aj^ n-^f f/icup _7bia h'^ At\ iifr/ib^/nujdy. 



_-^iS 4^g.f b>.e. oJi j^^yv // 7 h e Ha7.i5. 



\f-nc^r.^T child -ihr/n ^ r.w. 
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BEST COPYAVAJUBLE 



loss tff anpmp na hil/j . 


.. TTiP. ,srJ-Kng fcf oJSTi of . 


Upnr^ Ashu))l7^ f k rent<xr\:<:. " Ncvrr 


f>'r!^jk^jirfurri^r:fd try a.rd my-fhJrh 


of fvf hu rn i r'^ f Icsh 


Qppoi"-- "rtr ,';rnoi:* Rc-fri jha crenxJrNir." tL$cap<ri inrfc end ibbt 1 


st\^. The c^MnnrSS dfir suffaji-r^ijY^ k^.thwifv \/nr\iS.hr& flttf 


^rty->rh<: -Wn- /-'lYie /../-r y3/fe Cr4' 


M ncm . "Khr n i?^rf iKlr^ ^acj ir ts^pp^irr/if 


in I|tk- v^.V.'J - 


lAk4hoi.lT +he M d^/irv/T /nno^/ or i^ifinq 


^ / iJ 

-h-vmr vjouiri tnea rrv^reqVimnrrrc^T <i Tht!‘ oc iPif:fT44-i^f-Pn(l 


NnLi^s fdkA, r.specifl/fi^ nzu^r if aXf. 


v4^/y KirWo/j/p 5 h^hr fn^f.. Thf_iit»rrii^ gmspS recwrJr r in 


■S.^Yf^A^linih^ jvi ihf^/n K hr^j mid frfji - ThCvStriTcf of dlT- .)cwS 


and Thrir roohnuiiiij chorj oT odrnmh/iriarYipiiy tn 


hrnrfe td -Hv Cc^r(!\. ihr r pin mss of ^cna' h~e - yyit / of fe’ , 


-k^p ptnn^ 'fhefe erraq/i ard Xrlqhir^nlhrifnncn^ unhJ h- ccnci^^Sicn . , 


P-rrK/s?4ft' moeb 'ff^tco/t^nl-f.Tfel-is 4f^fs.dfr4h'mrdelis^er,^ dhefressrqrM^ 


nouS^Ae.\Air Cdaio. bC repeialeh. Tlv mud:4'ntfirt"rbrQl)DiV'-/lbfoqe+x 


ftll|rviUjOhy:in.rri>Yy^^Qf5*fh<j rr.ip fo Cc^\}t^\j ihrrr.nhnl ihr.n'^f roa lih/tr'J 


LrJLvk.Thtlt/ rVJain idro anq Cifrct."^ rrndrr^Jn t\/i(^nrk^ 


l:lit ’lA/if*,^) :/he "’W^ri.'/i iffub\d tfriadH^na jj»pn:«n in 



Score Point 5 

The writer has based this response on Night and focuses on the theme “War is a terrible, tragic 
thing.” There are strengths in all four criteria as the writer uses specific details from the text as 
support. Events and relationships are clearly linked, and there is a sense of overall completeness. 
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BEST COPY AVAIU\BLE 



Wiiw the final copy of your composition here. 



I 

i NciO^ t\- is E.Qg.l^rj. vfUiM- ^ ^W rrtw^, r, fey lOti WK* rf 



■ »i VlS WUiti fifliv;><Vt Hy W/\W- f.^ ab^irtnyil 



.cotv n[s r, fa< topylH^. Ttv HAfhr&J ^rwvt, *>f %irs Vvv>l t- dgiak iurtl<i Vra>jrtY tA 6vr^[n^ 



gfl <4 tflf L rt>^\libV. /riilitf — r/~ pfH i fchv^ atirtA^i(* u eA ^tv *rfriis (£ 
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Score Point 6 

The writer has selected Beneath the Wheel and clearly focuses on “the harms of forcing conformity 
and the inevitable failure of promoting academics over individuality.” The response has a strong 
progression of ideas and events, includes specific, relevant details, varied and effective sentence 
structures, and an effective vocabulary. There is a definite sense of overall completeness. 
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Tables 4, 5, and 6 provide the number of students tested, percentage of students achieving each of 
the focused holistic score points, and the percentage of students scoring at or above 3.0 for each 
of the LEAs by region (former six Technical Assistance Centers configurations). Performance by 
ethnicity is also provided for each LEA. 
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Table 4. North Carolina Testing Program, Annual English II Assessment, 2000-01, 
Percent of Students Scoring at or above 3.0, by LEA 



State 


Percent 


2001 LEA Performance 




88 


Chapel Hill-Carrboro City 




82 


Woods Charter** 




80 


Quest Academy** 




78 


Thomas Jefferson** ^ 




77 


Clay 




76 


Pender 




75 


Raleigh Charter High** 




74 


Polk 




73 


Ashe 




72 


Graham 




68 


Haywood 




67 


Elkin City, Gaston, Yancey 




66 


Richmond, Transylvania 




65 


Currituck, Mount Airy City 




64 


Cherokee, Cumberland, New Hanover 




63 


Newton Conover City, Wake 




62 


Burke, Edenton/Chowan, Davie, Lee, Rockingham 




61 


Alamance-Burlington, Stanly 




60 


Buncombe, Mooresville City 




59 


Henderson, Moore 


2000 State 


58 


Camden, Franklin, Guilford, Person 


1999 State 


57 


Brunswick, Duplin, Macon, Swain, Winston-Salem/Forsyth 




56 


Dare, Jackson, Lincoln 




55 


Carteret, Clinton City, Edgecombe, Kings Mountain, Shelby City, Watauga, Whiteville Citj 


2001 State 


54 


Caldwell, Chatham, Harnett, Hickory City, Lexington City, Thomasville City 




53 


Charlotte/Mecklenburg, Cleveland, Johnston, Lenoir, Martin, Perquimans, Union 




52 


Cabarrus, Craven 




51 


Mitchell, Orange, Pitt 


1997 State 


50 


Caswell, Durham, Madison, Surry 


1996 State 


49 


Asheville City, Davidson, Wayne 




48 


Nash-Rocky Mount, Pamlico, Randolph, Scotland 




47 


Granville, Rowan-Salisbury 


1998 State 


46 


Asheboro City, Columbus, Elizabeth City/Pasquotank, Iredell-Statesville, Montgomery, Wilke 




45 


Bladen 




44 


McDowell, Onslow, Stokes 




43 


Avery, Catawba, Gates, Roanoke Rapids City, Rutherford 




41 


Northampton, Sampson, Tyrrell 




40 


Hoke, Wilson, Yadkins 


1995 State 


39 


Alexander, Beaufort, Bertie, Kannapolis City 




36 


River Mill Charter** 




35 


Hertford 




34 


Alleghany, New Century School**, Washington 


1994 State 


33 


Greene, Robeson 




32 


Halifax 




31 


Anson 




30 


Vance 


1993 State 


27 


Jones 




25 


Kestrel Heights** 




22 


Warren 




21 


Hyde, John H. Baker Charter** 




19 


Lift Academy**, Weldon City 




11 


Cape Lookout Marine** 




0 


Kennedy Charter**, Laurinburg**, Laurinburg Homework**, Oma's Inc.**, Provisions Academy**, Wayne Academy*" 




* 


Crossnore Academy**, Lakeside School**, Omuteko Gwamaziima*’" 



Notes: The percent of students scoring 3.0 or better is determined by using the Accountability Standard fonnula, which is the sum of students scoring 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5, 5.0, 5.5, 



and 6.0 divided by the total number tested, rounded to the nearest whole number. 

•Data are not reported where number tested is fewer than five 

••Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete charter school name can be found in the Appendi 
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^•Denotes a charter school. For reponing purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Notes: ’’’The Accountability Standard fonnula is the sum of students scoring 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5, 5.0, 5.5, and 6.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

•♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Noles: "^The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5, 5.0. 5.5, and 6.0 divided by the total number tested. 

*Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

**Denotes a chaner .school, for reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 
The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Noies;l The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 3.0, 3.5. 4.0, 4.5, 5.0, 5.5, and 6.0 divided by the total number tested. Tlie numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reponing pun^oses the cltarter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic catepnries mav nnl sinn to All Smdonis Number TesteH heeaiise 'itiidenis m;w nni have coded in an ethnic cateporv'. 
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Notes: ' The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of studenis scoring 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5, 5.0, 5.5, and 6.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reported where Nuri^er Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendi.x. 

The ethnic cafepories mav not icmn >o All SiiiHent,<: NJmnbcr TcsieH because .stiiHenis mav not have coded in an ethnic cateporv 
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Notes:* The Accountability Standard fonnula is the sum of students scoring 3.0, 3.5. 4.0, 4.5. 5.0, 5.5, and 6.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
*Data not reponed where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a chaner school. For reponing puiposcs the charter school name has been abbreviated. The cotnplete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic catepories mav nni ,«;Hm to All SiiidenK Niimbcr r<sted hecaiise «;iMHenfs mav noi have coded in an ethnic caieporx' 
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lablebe. in orth Carolina lestlng Frogram 
Annual English II Assessment, 2000-01 
Percent of Students at or above 3.0, by Ethnicity and LEA 
Southeast Region 

All Students American Indian Asian Black Hispanic Multi-racial 
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Notcs:^ The *Accouniabiliiy Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, 4.5, 5.0, 5.5, and 6.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic categories inav not sum to AM .Students Number Tested because students mav not have coded in an ethnic cateporv. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Noies:"^ The Accountability Standard formula is the sum of students scoring 3.0, 3.5, 4.0. 4.5, 5.0, 5,5, and 6.0 divided by the total number tested. The numbers have been rounded to the nearest tenth. 
♦Data not reported where Number Tested is fewer than five. 

♦♦Denotes a charter school. For reporting purposes the charter school name has been abbreviated. The complete name can be found in the Appendix. 

The ethnic catepories mav not .sum to All Smdent.s Niiinher TtsteH h«rcaiise siiidenis inav not have coded in an ethnic catepon.' 
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